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TEP Interpersonal Communication Skills Workshop

e, . . . R - .‘. - « .
U o ‘October 25,’1?75w‘,~.‘ ~ .
v - i - oL . . )
Lo LT ' S Check one x
A | . .- T Vvery . . Not "A Waste - |

’ . L S Useful Useful Useful of Time .

.“l: I found this workshop to be

2. When' tutoring, \I believe the . : : :
. listening, skills taught during 4 o -
etk this workshop.will he: . <o, R

3. When tutoring, I believe the
- feedback skills taught during
thlS workshop will be_

—

4. Wwhich of the wOrkshop activities did you find to be the most

-valuable? (Write most). The least valuable? (Write leasté
Demanstration role play . s .

General discussion,on listening- skills

L 1

- . - Lecture on listenjing skills

v

Small group role play on listening skills
o ) Small group discussion on listening skills

General wrap-up on listening skills

General discus$ions on feedback

' L Lecture on feedbeck ' j
) Smeil group role play on féedback_ e T
: ' .. Small group aiscussiohs’On feedback'r
’ o E : ( General wrap-up on feedback ¢ .4)-\

5w What would you suggest to mgrove the workshop? (Use reverse s;de)

6. Comment: . (Use reverse_side) L T { .
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The results of an evaluation of the Provost's Tutorial-Fellow--
ship Program (PTFP), the Tutorgjall Cliﬁic5~gnd an in&erpérsonal  ”'
‘ « 7 o . s S C

éammunicatioqsvskills workshop are preseqted‘along'with>recomf

@sndations for change. The PTFP -met its three 6bjectives: Over-

g

90% of the tutees who received a letter grade‘passed the course

(objective . A formal system for gathering non—cpgnitive'data

. on tutees was instituted (objective 2). Tutors received positive

-

ratings ffom tutees (objective 3)._7The Clinics also met their (;

‘. objectives by being able to meet fequests for ‘assistance from

1

more than 10% of the enrollment in lower division cHemistry,

- . B . L
mathematics and physics courses. ' P
. ; ’ 4
. “ i
. ‘
. N v . °
» e “ \\\\
W+ \
HEN - ¥
4

4
/
f




o - |
¢ X L ‘u o
-
N
Y

- L Acknowledgeﬁenté'
| | We wish to“t%ank Bafbara Shreve, the OASIS Tutorial
?rogfams_Cobfdinatpqﬁ for her assistance in gpecifying prbgram b
- \objedtives} and for her help in gaﬁhering*thebdatéafor this -
‘report. We also thank ber'for her help in the ﬁreﬁaratioﬁ of -
the_intérpersOnal‘communiéation skills workshop section of thié
document. - : C ' ; | | .

Our special thanks go to Dan Munoz, Dean of Third College,

for conducting the iﬁferpersonal communication skills workshop.-

[ .3




7

I3

Part I: Provasts' Tutorial Fellowship Pregram
N . . —t
The Provosts' ‘Tutorial Fellowship Program (PTFP) serves stu-
dents who request assistance in lower division mathemtaics and o

“

science courses. The PTFP .assigned one tutor to each three stu- |,

'dents requesting aid in a particular course. These tutors,are

selected from upper'ﬁiﬁision students who have a GPA of 3.00.- or"
above and who have a strong background in mathematics or science;
All novice tutors were- required to attend a four unit tutor
training course, entitled "The psychology of teaching and the struc-
ture,of'information fo&nacademic learning". Th class, Teacher

s

Education Program 196 (TEP 196), emphasized topics in psycholo-

gical principles of learning, test construction, instructionalA

objectives and content task analysis. Because this was a practi-

cum course, the students engaged in. tutoring while they were.

enrolled in the class. 1In addition to the training class for

. R 4 A i ot
new tutors, all tutors were required to attend a Saturday work-

. ‘ ;
shop on interpersonal communications skills which was developed *

by members of the counseling and psychological services staff in

conjunction With OASIS.

Students who had been PTFP tutors in preVious quarters were
also required to take a training class during their first quarter
of tutoring. These experienced tutors were not required to repeat
the training course. *Théy were selected to tutor again on the

basis of their previous performance as tutors and their eligibility

by the academic standards OASIS sets for all tutors. Experienced

=

@




o

tow

tutors received a $150.00 per quarter stipend_forlfheir servicé%.
‘ RS

»

Quring the second week of the quaiter, meetings were held

in each éoiiege to orient the tutees to the program. Tutees'

*

responsibilities and program procedures were explained. Tutees

received information about their tutor(s) at these meetings which

was prior to when the tutors received information about them. -
a . - L]

Thus, tutees who were intent on receiving tutorial assistance at’

i .

® the earliest possible moment had the Sppqrtunity'to contact their

" tutons. Tutees who did not attqpd the meeting and did not call

W~

OASIS “to say th

were uhable to attend were dropped from the

’ y . Y
tuteer list. Therdfore, by the time t%@t the tutors received

their tutorfal asgignments on Monday of the third week of the

1

quarter, the OASIS staff had updated the tutorial assignmeﬁts by -

matching tutors with tutees who were initially on the waitiﬁg list.
Tutors were required to meet with the OASIS Tuto:ia} Co-
. . ’ ﬁ . r

ordinator twice during the quarter-to give tutorial proegress

4

reports and to contact her whenever any problems arose. A pro-.

a

cess of matching tutors with tutees from the waiting list con-

tinued thrbughout the quarter as tutees droppéﬁ'cIaSst or no
Pl o

[y -~

longer needed their tutors. : R ' /

A letter was sent to all faculty members whose Llasseé had

/

/

" PTFP tutors. This letter dgscribed’the OASIS‘tutorial program;

—

provided some relevant evaluation data from the previous yedr,

also provided the names and telephone numbers of'ﬁll tutors

and invited faculty to work with OASIS (éeevAppendix Iy. It N

~




- v w3
»

a

working in the particular- instructor's class.

Y | /. Method
. . ] / -
~Evaluation Criterig . S

*

The OASIS Coordinator for Research and Evaluation mét with

%t

the T:iorial Program Coordinator to discuss the objectives of
P. Following that discussion, sevéral objectives for the

the P

- PTFP were formulated, These objectives were:

.,

l. At least 90% of PTFP tutees should receive a passing
-
grade 1n the classes for whlch a tutor was ass1gned

2. A formal monltorlng system should be develoged to pro-

o )
vide the Tutorial Coordinator with information on aspects of —

1

tutees' motivation, stday skills, and personal factors which

o

- would idfluence,their(course work or their ability to benefit

from the tutorial, programs.

a

%. PTFP tutees should report satisfaction with the tutors,

the prpgram in general, and with the assistance that the program
provided to them. .
Y] - .7

Procedure -

Tutee grades\\ Students' class gradeéézere recorded in the .

a

_class for which each ‘student_requested a tutor. The grade dis-

©

~tr1but10ns er Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) tutees,
non-EOP tutees, and all tutees were tabulated. In addition,

grade summaries were'produced whicﬁ reflected the proportion of

- - %
A and B grades; grades or C or better; passing grades; rand grades °

‘of D or F received by tutees In each case, data were subdivided -
[:4 .

v




w
N 4 . - r
into EOP tutees, non-EOP tutees, and all tutees.. -

Non-cognitive tutee factors. An .instrument was designed to

—
yield 1nformatlon on non-cognltlve factors that could influence

tutees academlc success’ (see Appendix II). Th1s instrument
.al#lowed tutors to rate their tutees on -six personal factors,
eight study skllls fﬁbtors, and three mot;vaklonal factors In.
additibn, tutors were asked the questlons "Does/thls student need
a tutor?" and "Are there any problems’m‘ This instrument ‘was
used to gather data durlng the two requ1red meetlngs with the
Tutorial Coordlnator B

Tutee questionnaire. Tutees were asked to rate the PTFP '

on a questionnaire at the.end of the quarter (see Agpendix‘III).

AN

Putors provided the instrument to all tutees who were asked -to
return the questionnaire to OASIS by intercampus mail. The
questionnaire rated, tutors on eight scales. .In addition, it

asked for assessments of whether they.had been helped by the"tdtor
and, nore generally, by'the,OASIS program. The questionnaire.also
asked for comments that would he iseful for %mbrovement of the
tutorial program.

Results

Tutee Grades . o

Table 1 presents a breakdown of .the grades received by tutees
in the class (es) in which they received a tutor. A total of 148
. ,\ . yb“'
EOP students received tutors during fall gdarter.1975, while 181

non-EOP students® received tutors for a grand total of 329 tutees.

;8'
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~ 7
- : . 6
N . N ! . . ' s .
, 'l#’ «“ EOP tutee grades were apprdximately.normally-distrib&ted
| . \ . ‘ .-
\\ with a mean grade of 2.12. Nine EOP students reggeived A grades

: o :
and 20 students received B's while 15 students received\D/gradesﬂ

and 7 stUdents received F grades. Ten EOP students received .

LI Y

either Pass (P) or Not Recorded (NR) grades. °A-total of 46 stu-
. . ) 3 . - o

dents either dropped their tu%or or the class in which they re-

) . £ - - +

~ceived a tutor. C

Non-EOP tutee gfades werge skewed toward EBP high end of the
grade scale. Twenty-two non~EOP tutees receiVed A's and 53 stu-

dents received B's while 12 students received D's and 6 students
. / L . '
received F grades. The mean grade for non-EOP tutees was 2.54.

A total of 13 non-EOP students received either Pass (§3, Not Péés
(NR)Y or Not Recorded (NR) grades.. Thirty—two-students:dropped’
" their ﬁutor or the class in which they were tutored;'
THe distribution of grades for all tutees was also- skewed
. toward{thg-ﬁigh end of the scale. Thirty-one tut;es received A

\ grades and 73 received Bﬂb}ades while 27 recéived D grades anq 13,
N ecéiézd F 'grades. The mean‘grade'for all tutees was 2.36. A b
:to al of 23 sﬁuden}s‘received Pass (;), Not Pass (NPl,»of Not ™

" Recorded (NR) grades. In addition, 78 tutéeséeither dropped the

‘ :class ln which they were t&%ored or dropped the use of their %
\ tutor. . - ' - 4 : . . .
NS

\nglé/Z summariZes.the tutee grade data. A Qgﬁal of 30.8%;&
. ] . \\ _ /

Percentages reflect proportion of students who receivell graﬁés,

i.e., percentages do not include NP, P, NR, or withdrawals{

' s
/
« ’ X e
" / .

‘1




of the EOP 'tutees received A dth»grades in the class in'which‘
N4 N :'
they were tutored Slmllarly, 55.1% of the non—EOP tutees "and

45 2% Of all tutees: rece;ved J&ades of A . A total of 76.6% . .

. - v

. of the EOP tuteesf'86 8% of the non-EOP tutees and 82 6% of all N

tutees achieved grades of C or better in the class in. whlch they
w : A s

were tutored. Almost 92.6% o; EOP tutees, ‘95, 6% of non-EOP o

L ' ) ' ? t,‘h

tutees and 94.3% of all tutees.achieved passing grades in the
classes for which they received a tutor.. Twenty~three percént of
£ % .
' ’ . C e
EOP tutees, 13.2% of non-EOP tutees and 17.4% of all tfitees who

received letter grades échieq&d grades of.D or F in the classes

£ . e

in which they were tutored.

o Table 2

summary of grades received by

K4

all tutees, Fall Quarter, 1975
’ C or D or oL ~ .
A or B Better pBetter B\Q; F g
EOP Tutees ‘ 29 72 87 ~ Cow2 ! L
(30.8%) (76.6%) (92,6%) ~  (23.4%)
/ . oS o
Non-EOP Tutees 75 118 130 18
y L (55.1%) - (86.8%) (95.6%)- (13.2%)
. ! ' ! o L. [2
\All Tutees - 104 TN 190 217 40
‘ o IR : )
(45.2%) ° (82.6%) (94.3%) (17.4%)

P

s
B

™




hﬁ"” _' Table 3 pfesents a compaglson gf grade dlstrlbutlons of

-

EOP and non-EOP tutees as well as EOP and.non—EOP students who

‘

{ could not be assigned a. tutor Jbecause an-1nsuff1c1ent number of

‘Y"tutors were available. Students who could not be asslgned a tutor

:" -

gconstltute the EOP and. non-EOP waiting llsts. EOB tutees achieved ..

i

s;gnlflcantly hlgher grades than EOP students on the waiting llst,

< a

| s/ t(l3]) = l 911 p<: 05 'Non-EOP tutees also achieved signifi-

:cantly,hlgher grades_than nonfEOP_students~who were on the wait-

- S - ¢ ) . .
ing list, t(200) = 2.605, p< .01, -l -

v The same grade dlstrlbutlon data broken down by suhaect

“area appear in Appendices IV through VII. . "

‘a ! . . 6.. - | v

, L - ’ - . - . ot
. . . i . v . - A
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,Non-cogﬁitiveifﬁtee Factors . _ ) .
o ‘Table 4 presents a. summary of the 1nformatlon.;athered on
o non:c;;nltlve factors ‘that may effect tutee performancem‘
S 0" T é: ~:fifp_1;:f§5_..q ' Table 4 Tae
“ Q E ; : Interv1ezhdata on non—cognltiu% factors
A h ' '[ ’ %hat may effect tutee performance . e
N v o e T S " ¥es "Maybej~#JNo “N .
I. Personal Facfors N E
N~ L ;»".Is course level approprlate. oo ‘f60 “y- 47.2-“l9 22§
ae . 1s handling overall load (ir- - ;fy | ?7« v L |
Tt ’ - other classes) ;o s 134 67 . 11 222.
.Has self—confldence' ) '“ f‘ ,‘_.ii3 T . _M46,> 231 )
o Maintai;s @hysical health . S 199 f ~¥2‘- 2 2i3{ :
.ir. O | Is coping with personal/’ ot h ) | l: o
A PN soc1a1 sltuatlons S 162 .. 33 6 201 -
o Has test anx1ety U 79 .82 s6 217
R ffI.} Does. this studenﬁ\gave study . Cl -
a0 skills problems7r:‘\\ L 37 78. 101 216
B " o Has- abliify tod plck key . v | f - _.
AL concepts o « - 20 730 23 . 216 ¢
.\ | ) ﬂﬁoerstands course objecféyes ;-166 85" ‘\13 ' 204_
Has backgrouhdékﬁowleéée . r. 115, 50 . 43? 213,
© ' Can study independently. 4*142 [ ss . 18 215
) ) ;_Organizesﬂtimeﬁyeli; \ 5;i 993 T 27:‘ 203 |
o Studies’efficientLy .{"- | “f 75 . _97: B32 - Zbﬁﬁ .
",-ﬁéé-gegding difficulty © 18 29 159 206
! v Takes Qoodgnotes | n | ';109»:' 70 a © 16 195
- . . oL ﬁ _ '

]
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Motivation-

Completes reading assignments
and prepares for class

Spends enoﬁgﬁ time studying 28
Atte‘d$'blass v . L 4 !

!

Yhis student need a

. . 132 : 26&
o ” ' ' )

@

i

LI

Tutors rated 19 of 226 tutees to be in a_éourse that was at
an inappropriate level of difficultxﬁ ‘Tutoré responded'that 11
tutees were not handling their overall course load in other

~classes. Tutors also rated_40'tutees (out vf 231) as having a™

lack of self-confidence. Tutors indicated that two tutees did
‘ : \ '

~ Py

not maintain theikr physical health and six tutees could not cope
ﬂadéduately with personal/social situations. Thé'largé%t poteﬁtial
personal problem factor among tutees (79 of 217) was testwanxiety,

Tutors indicated that they believed 37 tutees had study

skills prbbléas, whf;:/ZB tutees might have a problem and 101 ,

tutees did not have 2 study skills pféblem. Twenty-fhreqitutees

were rated as being unable to pick out‘key conéepts in their class;

while 73 might be able to and 120 could definitely pick out key

>

concepts. Thirteen tutees were rated as :not understanding the:

'objectives of the course in which they received tutoring while 85

’

15
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t

" while 55 tutees were\rated as possibly able\and 142 Is deflnltelyg;

Y

able to study 1ndependently. Twenty-seven students

-notes well. . .

©

might understand them\and lOG’did understand the bbjectives.

problem in the skllls area. - Forty elght students were rated as

g

Background knowfzdge was the mos frequently indicaged potential

not hav1ng suff1c1ent background knowledge to compe e optlmally

e

in the course in which they were tutored whlle 50 Tosslbly had
a

an adequate background and 115 deflnltely ad adequ

Elghteen tutees were rated as unable to study 1ndependently,

were cate-.,

1

. , i
gorized as not organizing time well and 99 students Were re-

¥

portedly organizing their time well. Thlrty two tutees were re-

ported to study inefficiently, whlle 75 reportedly studled effi-

ciently and 97 poss1bly studied in an eff1c1ent manner. Eighteen

of 206 tutees were reported to have definite.reading diffieulty,

‘while 29mwere‘reported to poSsibly have some difficulty. Six-

v

teen tutees were reported to take poor note§‘wh}le 70 were re-

ported to take poss1bly good notes and 106 were reported to take
\ |

N . P o | . :
Tutors reported that 17 tutees failed to ¢omplete reading
- . . . .

assignments for the class innWhich they were tutored'whiIe=59

students usually did and 143 students deflnltely completed read—

tutored, and 17 were reportedgto poss1bly do so while 189‘tutees

“

T

te'background,

*a




def i 1tely attended class.

- Tutors responded that 26 tutees did not need a tutor when they
were asked "Does thls student need a tutor?" Tutors responded'that
55 tutees may hgve needed a tutor and 132 tutees definiéely needed

a tutor. . : L ' .

.Toﬁee Questionnaire

L)
Table 5 presents a summary of the data from 72 tutee ques-~

tionnaires that were returned: - -

o

. Table 5 *

p o

.o , Responses to the tutee duestionnaire ,

\
. X 3 2 1 N
» o . -
Tutor's knowledge of subject 2.96 - good_69 . fair 3 poor Q 72
fy S

Tutoxr's ab111ty to explain - . )

_ideas 2.83 ° good 61 - fa?r 10 poor 1 72
Tutor's ability to explain o s o S
problems and problem sqlv- . ‘ : )
ing methods 2,79 .+ good 57 ~fair 15 poor © 72
Tutor's level of enthusiasm . . v
and interee$ 2,70 high 51 . medium 19 low 1 71
Tutor's class attendance 2.50 "alweys 40 usually 22 seldom 6 .68 -
Tutor's availability - Y . ) )
(within reason) - 2.83 v good 62 OK " B pooE 2 72.

' ‘ - ’ o

Tutor's preparatlon. Does * . hd N : T »
he or she keep up. with class B . ' . @
and know what's happening o . . ’
day by day? . 2.75 good 58 0K '10 poor_ 4 72
Tutor’'s ability to relate:
Do you feel comfortable °
with your tutor? : . 2.87 . ' very 63 reasonable 9 no O 7?

Has this tutor helped you? - 2.67 a lot 48 reasonable 24 no O 72

X




v

- 14
1 V 1 .
X ,/L 2 1 N
/

Should this tutor continue - ' :
to tutor? 2.90 definitely 65 . maybe 7 no 0 72
The OASIS tutoring brogram ‘ B
was useful to me 2.78” very 56 somewhat 16 useless 0 72

-

Comments: Please tell us what you think~about the program. What would you

X
1,

change? 'How can it be improved? - - . - ¢
RESPONSE S . - FREQUENCY '
Program is excellent = ’ 24
Tutor was excellent . : TS 4 10
’ Program should tutor more classes ‘ ' - 8 .
. There should be more tutors _. . - 8 o
Tutors should be assigned earlier ' 6 )

- . . ¢ .
- " . R

u(‘

There was v1rtually unanlmous agreement that tutors had good
subject knowledge with only three respondents suggest;ng mutor

knowledge as less than good. One student added aﬁ "excellent"

category to th1s 1tem on the questlonnplre a nd - checked 1t. _Sixty-

, good while 10 rated explanations fas fair and one rated tutor's

o)
one of +the respondents rated tutqrs ablllty\to explain 1deas as

<
)

ability to ekplain ideas as poor.  One student added an "excellent"
category to this 1tem on -the questlonnalre and checked it. Tutees
rated tutors' ab111ty~to explain problem‘solving methods athft

as»highlyo with 57 respondents rat}ng tutors as good and 15 rat-

ing tutors as fair on this scale. -Again, one: student added an

"excellent" category to this 1tem on the questlonnalre and checked

1t. ) - . . , I )
_ N ,

Tutors' level of enthusiasm and interest was rated as high

Q8 o

N gg:

-

s




b 1 ) .
by 51 tutees, med1um by 19 tutees and low by one tutee. One , -

.student added the comment that their tutor had a "very high™
level of iriterest. Forty tutees indicated that their tutors
always'attended the- lectures of the class they were tutoring,
whlle 22 tutees indicated thelr tutors usually attended and six
tutees 1nd1cated that the1r tutors seldom attended class. Tutees
rated the1r tutors' avallablllty as good in 62-1nstances, "OK*

in eight instances and poor in two instances. Three students

~

Colb

added that their tutors' availability.was "fantastic".
o : .
lbparatiqﬁ

Fiftys;eight tutees responded that their tutors’

was good, 10 tutees indicated that theirxtutors'.prepara ion was
OK and four tutees indicated that their tutors' preparatipn was
poor. Sixty-three. tutees indicated that their tutors made)them .

feel very comfortablekwhile nine tutees indicated‘that,they felt’

'reasonahly'qgmfortable witn,their tutor. Forty-eight tutees\indi- "4

1.

cated that ‘their tutors helped_them "a lot" while 24 felt ‘that
their tutor helped them to a "reasonable" .degree. Tutees were

very pqs1t1ve ‘about tutors. Slxty -five. sa1d %helrgtutorsashould

-

Jf*’ﬂdeflnltely" cont1nue to be a tutor@ghlle seven sa1d "maybe"’ the1r
-tutor shouldvcontlnue to be a tutor,. Flfty 51x tutees Sal% that

the OASIS tutorlng program was very useful whlle 16 saxd%that 1t
' ;as somewhat helpful and no, one sa1d bhat 1t was useless. .A «
2 - Students were;a%fo asked to comment on the program and mate_

suggegtlons for changes or 1mprd@ement§3 The most frequent com-

ment made,by tutees (c1ted by 24 respondents) was thattthe program

| B e s
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was %pxcellent" or "fantastic", The

next most frequent commént
(c1ted by 10 respondents) was that,the tutors, spec1f1cally, were

““excellent".‘ Elght tutees cited the desirability for mo%e tutogg;

.and eight also mentlonsg spec1f1cal£¥\t:e need for tutots 1n

more classes. 8Six tutees suggested:' tha¥ tutors should be a551gned

[ - N -

earller in the quarter. .

. i R
- - f
. K '
-

Discusslon
/V N o : < e ] s ] . ] L :
, The results of this evaluation 1nd1cate that the PTFP . met

\its-first objectivef Well over. 90% of PTF xutees who were

2 i

a551gned a letter grade recelved\pa551ng grades in the, class in

'wh1ch they received a tutor. However, almost one-fourth of the

o

students’ who feceived tutorial assistance dr0pped‘the,class or

their tutor. ‘This figure may reflect tutees whe were enrolled in

‘p
B -

courses requiring background, «knowledge  that the €utees did not

A

possess. It can be argued{that a legitimate function of a !

tutorial program, in this case, is to facilitate the students'

~

----------- I3 ¢

" pata on non—cognltlvé tutﬁ; factors reflects that a slgnlflh

cant number of studenthwere rated as hav1ng questlonable back-
i& @

groundr Consequently, this number of students w1§p questlonable

academic preparatlon for courses may be a ctor in-the drop

L rate even w1th tutorlal a551stance. An ad 'tlonal factor in the

’ ¢

number of drops is llkely to be students wh were,a551gned a

tuton but did not need one. vInterv1ew ‘data ggested that 26

~ ¢

1




. !
. / v % N .
were likely dropped as tutees by’ their tutor ' ‘

The second objectlve of the tutorial program, development

»

of a non- cognltlve prof;le on tutees, was met by the 1nterv1ews

with the~TutOr1a1 Coordinator. ’Test’anxiety, studYTSkills pro-
jplems, background Knowledge deficiency and/or inappropriateikourse

choices may be major factors effectlng tutee academic performance

v

Because these problems cann]t be dlrectly addressed by the tutor- .

ial program, they are more pproprlately left to the programs dF—

tutees academlc performance and hence, the eff1c1ency of the"

tutorial program, coordlnatlon with-other. programs‘}d address

.

-these factors in 1nd1cateq
The third objective of thevPTFP was meﬁ'by the‘tutee\ques—"

4utionnaire. Although only 72 questionnaires were . returned° the

data on tutors. were uniformly pos1t1ve This seems to. suggest that

tutees are elther sat1sf1ed w1th tutor performance in general, or

K}

are reluctant to indicate thélr dlssatlsfactlon

r

Recommendations for Change L ol ~

. .o ‘“' . ; . ‘ 4 \«'. ) )
A synthesis of the results and digcussion led to thé follow-

ing recommendations for' change:

1. Develop a formal process to uselnon-cbgnitive“informa;
~ tion gathered'on tuteesras a basis for referrai to the appropriate

agency when intervention is indicated.

2. Modify.tutee questipnnaire to yiéid’more affective data

"

on progxam probedures and the tutoring process.

) . (S .
- ° ' x L R {
v : ! . ) . ' ’ : '
" " » ® ) R . o
R .
.

0 &

.s1gned to meet these needs However, since these factors effect ’

-
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3. Determine the validi?y-of tutors' ratinggﬂpf.tuﬁeéﬁgzudy

skills deficiencies.

tutors.
.
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.their respective clinics. - T

1
/
/
Pagk ITI: Tutorial Clinics
o - 4
The Blolbgy/dhemlstry Cllnlc (BCC) and Mathematlcs/Physlcs
l / =
Cllnlc (MPC) are walk-in, tutorlng serv1ces avallable to all re-

@

glstered UCSD students. The clinics provlde tutorial a551stance

i'n all undergraduate.science courses although‘the emphasis is on

» . b «
lower division courses. Each clinic is staffed by undergradudte

" tutors who are selected on the same basis as PTFP tutors, al-

thohgh an effort is made to'Sefect experienced tutors'with a
broad range of knowledge fdr001inic assignméhts. In addition,
there is an undergraduate student clinic coordinator for each
of . the two clinics. The coordinatore are responsible for

scheduling, record keeping and general supervisibn Qf tutors in

4

Method

5

]
. ’

Evaluation Criteria ' ' s

The Coordlnator for Research and Evaluatlon net W1th the _

o

: ""r‘-&
Tutodiall Progrggg\feordlnator to discuss the evaluatlon of the

w

tutorial elinics. Follow1ng that meeting, objectlves for the

.tutorial clinics were fermulated. The objectlve for the Math/

'
N

Physics Clinic was: . . : = . ﬁ .
1. The Math/Physics,CliniCS‘%ill serve more than 10% of

studente enrolled in lower “divisidn mathematics and physics

coursee; //'

The.objeetive for the Bielogy/Chemistry Clinic was:
1..”The;%iologY/Chemistry Clinic will,eeg%e-qore than 10%

.
) v .
«§ o
A
. o :

Oy
pa

9

1
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=l ’

.

.ceived assistance from the BCC. A total of 155 bf the 816,stu»

of the students enrolled in lower d'vision chemistry céuéses,

Procedure

)

)

Studentg who used thé"clinics were required to fill out a
card providing'theig’name, college and the class in which they A\

were seeking dssistance. These cards were then filed by the cIinic

h s

‘coordinators. who tabulated the resulfs. Clinic usage was broken

. v o . i , , ‘
down and data were gathered indlcatlng the number of different

«

<

individuals “who used the c¢linic.

Results ‘ ..‘

Table -6 shows a summary of Blology/Chemlstry Cllnlc usage

-during fall quarter 1975. The largest group of clinic users -

sogught help in connection with the chemlstry 47 class, w1th 72 R

.4,

of the 204 students enrolled or 35. 3% receiving clinic asslstance.
A total of 17 ‘of the 88 students enrolled in sc1§nce and tech-
"nology ,12A (19.3% of the enrollment) sought tutorlal asslstance
from the clinic, 'fhirty—nine of the 294 students eﬂrolled in
naturel scienceilA~(l3.3% of ‘the enrollﬁent) éhd 27 of the 230‘
students enrolled in science 3C (11.7% of the enrollment)~ re-
dents enrolled iu lower division chemistry courses,sor§l9.0§,

.recei;eg'tutofial assistance at least once from the BCC during

fai}, uarter, 1975. ; ' ) ' 'R

&
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' ‘Table 6 . " Lol }
Lower Diwvision. Chemlstry Course. . -
- Enrollment ang Biology/Chemistry -
Clinic Usage Durlng Fall Quarter, 1975 ] .
o . // ) .
; b i _
" . . . Percentage of
Total =~ Individyals’ Class Enrollment
Course - Enrollment Tutored, . Tutored -
g . | (& ¢ i . "- "\
Chémistry 4A 204 Zf A °35.3
Natural Science 1A 294 .39 13.3°
Science 3C 230 27 77 1.7
' Science/Technology 12A 88 17, 19,3
Total SRRES 816 . ;}55 , /{920

AV
= ‘N

- Vs

AT

X SN v ’ /v' ! / . ‘ -
Tablei¥”presents a summary 6f Math/PhYsics Clini usage by

ter, 1975.

with 195 1nd1v1duals constituting 29. 3% gﬁ the tota% course en-

'rollment. Large»propo?tlons of the mafh 1A class (26. 7% of the

enrollment), the math 2C class 62@ 5% of the enrollment), and

e d

- the math 4C class (29.1% of the enrollment) also received assis-

tance. Approximately 23.7% of the math 2D class and 18.9%.0f

’ the math 2B class received aSSistance.

portion of the students enrolieé in the math 1c 1 0 7%), math

”4A (738%) or math-4B (1.4%) classes rece1ved tutorial asslstanGe

'

in _the MPC. A total of 662 of the 2,923 s;ud ts enrolled in

lower® d1v1slpn mathematlcs courses (22 6%) ¥ celved help at

A relatively small pro- -

@

SN
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least gnce from the MPC during fall guarter, 1975. % s
i | .”‘\*4 . ' Table 7 A

,
Lt
,
A}

P ',; .Lower -Division Mathematlcs Course e:"* ;M? . J
. Engollments and Math/Phy51cs Clinic . L S

;jj;”'i‘g Us@ge Durlng Fall Qua;ter, 1975 _~-/i ~ L

ST T c . Percentage of '
“ SR Total- Ind1v1duals class Enro]lmént
Course Enrollment Tutore¢ Tutored '

[
-~
'

Math IC ** ® 103 11 110,78
» 6 ) P . . ; - . /" .‘s"ﬁi;‘ i
Math 2A . . 879 258 * .. . ..02903% v
. . - - § N - ..

Math 2B . T153 0 2007 - TR1RL9%T e
Math 20 © . 396 o4, 23,78
Math 2E .82 5~ o 6.1% . ¢

4 N : i)

Math 4A R [ AP 1 L
v . 2 - \’~ l,

-

 Math 4C | “326 95 N\ 29.1%

. . - h .
Total ‘ . 2,923 662 | 22.6% -

\

<

’

from the physics 2A class where 33 1nd1v1dual§ (25.0% of the

;efive of the 103 students enrolled‘;n.physiCS'BA, or 24.3%,
. . ) . v‘ ) \3 N ) ¢

Math 1A - 420 1120 L ‘2537%””2'*f R

Math 2¢ o 192 Y 24,58 -
, @ e “ . o . . -

Math 4B -~ 9282 4 .. l.ay

“ Table 8 presents a summary of Math/Physics Clipic,uSage by. .
sfuaents whe sought assistance_in lower,division physidg courses .

during fall quarter, 1975. .The largest propbrtiOn of users came4 

‘course enrollment) received assistance from the Clinic. Twénty-

.9




. @received‘éssistanee from the Clinic. Twenty-four of the 542
students enrolled 1n science 4A recelved tutorlal ass1stance, )

\-;am 2 [

wh1ch constltuted 9. 9% of the total enrollment. A total of l9" -

”students from natural sc1enee 2C and lS students from@Sc1ence and

v

'technology lSA, each const1tut1ng 11.9% of the totaluenrollments,

'. 7
‘3‘rece1ved a1d in the cllhlc. ’K:total of llG of the 762 students e
3 ., )
enrolled in’ lower d1v1s1on phys1cs coursesq or 15.2%, received

fa’

’ o
N\~ass1stance“from the MpC’ at least once durlng fall quarter, l975.‘

- ey
. .. .a \ ~
A “ - S .

i . 5 ) Table 8 T ‘ ' . s
- Lower D1v1s1on Physics Course o ;oo .
Do . Enrollments and Math/Phys1cs_" : B B
i & - Clinig Usage‘During Fall Quarter, 1975 .. - - "
¥ : b o Lo i E Pefcentage of '
o e ?i-m; Total Ind1v1dupls Class Enroliment
Course - . Enrollment Tutored . "Tutored\
~Natural Science’ 2C " 159 18, 'l © 0 11.9% \\w'
" Physics 2a ¢ 132, 33-¢ " v 25.0%
_v+Physics 38 " 103 * . .25  24.3% .
écience 4 o' 2242 ’ ”\-ew 24 . o 9.'9% _—f A
_ Science/Tech 15A '~ 126 = -1 . 11.9%
" v - .‘ ) ‘_ - . . “ \ . i ." l N . j., . -?u
Total Physics oy 762 e 15.2%
0 B , 7T ' L ) R
. NN T . R !
o ( : . T S S IR
&\;, -:V\ 1;\' Dlscus51on o v '
0 v i ~ . 'S N ’* '

', -+ The BCC net its ob}ectLye of serv1nq at le§§t lO% of ‘the ;: a

enrollment of. lower d1v1s1on chemlstry courses. These flgures

© 3

1ndléate that the BCC is serv1ng l9 0% of the deSLgnated target

. ‘o

- > . - CEN




&

POPulatlon of the cllnlc. A . K o , I 'iV . 4

- The Mﬁc also met 1ts objectlve of serv1ng at leastth% of

£

, the enrollment of lower d1v1s1on mathematlcs and phys1cs courses~ BTN

f‘ThlS occurred in spite of the fact that two mathematlcs courses,~

- « ¢ B u

. Tmath 4A and. 4B, were self-paced courses with éxtensive tutorial S
-aid as a part of the course., This'bui' ~-in tutoring is re-

[

flected in the low proportlon of cllnlc USage to course enrollment

; for these classes (7 8% and 1. 4%, respectlvely) In five math : " -

courses, the MPC served over 20% of the - course enrollments,i

i thereby far exceedlng ‘its objectlve of 10%. g SR

‘o

u

The MPC also met its objective. of serving at least lO% of

the enrollment of lpwer d1v1s1on phy31cs coursesu The bulk of:

the a1d was prov1ded to students enrolled in physlcs 2A ‘rgtu-'
L dents fromdoth;r physfcs courses used the MPC proportlonately m~‘ ,
¢ This may reflect the ava1lablllt;v' _
of,tutorlng within the science, and technology lSA which was ‘a :vnf ?

I

f~- paqed couﬁse. In addltlon, the sc1ence 4A course establlshed

v
. E Y
F ~
-
5

1ts own tutorlal CllnlC which may have had some &mpact on the nuri-

"less than phy51cs 2A students

. ber of students from this course who used the MPC

. g - . K : " o " )
; Recommendatlons ) . CL . ) Co. , R . T
s ' : - < . .
é . Synthe81s of the resukts and d1scus51on sectlons presented s
i above .lead to.the fgllowing recommendations: - [' ) L
3, - rl Agp e L2 - d E . o “ oo - . a

s

1. Include a.measure of student satisfaction andi¥
. R . Y

of -the ¢linics' tutorial service in subsequent clinic evaluations.
.o oo : - . . -2 L .

27 Provide more effective advertising of clinic services to oy,

2 v ) ¢
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Part III: Interpeggona}-Communications‘skills/Workshop

* The purpose of the interpersonal communication skills work—
49‘ .

shop was to tra1n tutors to. lncriase llstenlng and feedback skllls p:

and to help them become more aware of the 1mportance of person-to-

- - :
person interaction within the.tutorlal context. . o °

Staff members fiom Counseliog and Psychologicaﬂ Services

(CPS) and the OASIS Coordinator for futorial Programs worked to-

- 4
v & .

gether to. develop the format for the'workshop. One staff.member

>

from CPS acted as convener and lecturer.r The~Worksh0p was hegld

on Saturday'morniﬁg, October 25, 1975, for three hours and wal

-2

divided into two sections: listening skills and feedback skjlls.'

An hour and one-half was allotted for each topic. The format for

§ i

: \
each section-was as follows: _ a mini-lecture on the topic, small

group role plays and discussions, community dlscu551on and - N

e

general summary of-the topic. - ¢¢?J'v

. Method '

An evaluatlon questlonnalre which had been. prepared by OASIS
was dlstrubuted to all partlcmpants at the end of the workshop

(see Aﬁpendlx VIII) - There were six questions on the instrument

cOncernlng‘the general topics preSented,:fhe”various activities
) — o . ) ‘ |
andian overall rating of the workshop. Two of the questions asked -
v o : ‘ ’ . ' i
for comments and suggested improvements for future workshops.

Subjects ' ‘. . e
All tutors‘paféicipating in the Tutorial Programs during fall
quarter, 1975, were requested to attend. Of the 122 tutors in —

the program, 95 students responded to the evaluatién queStionnaire.

. - s
* - . . /l“
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Analysis - . .
. : : .

< Response freguencies were tallied for each question. 1In

addition( th mean response was computed for the questions that

had dlscrete wers. Short answet responses were categorlzed

and the frequency of the responses were tallled

Results | ) - . :

Table 8 pbresents the tabulatidn of the questlonnalre dgiaf

. . ) Table 8\ y
Iﬁperpersqnal skills workshop evaluapigg data
) G
H
Workshop Rating o L X 4 3 2 1 N .
. . Very Not . A Waste
‘ O ) é Useful ' Useful -Useful. of Time -
) [ * o R L X '
1. ., I found this workshop to be: 2.61 7 - 60 18 S10. . giagkiﬂrﬁé
o 0! oy - v @
2. When tutoring, I beljeve the .- b
llstening skills ta hﬁ dur”ng . . .
this ‘workshop will be : 2.97° 17 58 15 2 92
“ ) —/ o h °
3. When tutoring, I believe the ’ . ‘
feedbatk skills "taught during £ . . . . ??
‘ thi§ workshop willeibe: * = *2.91 17 56 "18 © 3 . 9% .
;,’4.- which of the workshop actlxltles dld you find ﬁe“be the mOSg valuable? ‘
. The 1east valuable? ’ : o ' . - L7
- YR

n

I

Least Valuable .

13
H

Most' Valuable

18, 13
| 13 A 13

ll 15

lémall grenp‘role”play on 1is£en£ng skllls ‘ 18 ‘ 17
o . .
small group discussior on listening skills 33 5 ‘ ’
General wrap-;p on listening skilis 4 ‘ c11 L_
] 11 ’ 9. h }

General dischssioi on feedback

- . » . .

v
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x_= . \

Activity Most Valuable

\

Least Valuable

Lecturg on feedback

small group role play on feedback _ C 12 . 7 < 23
o 1 ", . ! Lo
Small’ group discussion on feedback' L <26 : 8
‘General ‘'wrap-up on feedback - ‘ N 4 & v 18 i
Y e

-

5., What would you suggest to iﬁgrove the workshop?
6. Comments. o . o B

° \
2

E) " T

Response . : Frequency
; .

Small group diecussiens of actual tutortal experiences were

preferable to role playing hypothetical situations.. v e. . 31

Workshop. was' too iong. N ’ ' 12

Workshop .should have been more concise, concrete. ’ I 10

Workshop should have more clearly dlfferentlated between

1lsten1ng and feedback skills. . v 6

w8rkshop should have been held earlier in the qﬁarter. . - 6

P

a

©

L

The majority of part}cipants (60) found thevinterpersehal

o

not included above,

|

7 found it to be very useful,

.+ communication skills workshop to be useful.

Of the~5espondent

18 found ft not

useful and 10 participants‘found

it a waste of‘time.

The listen-

ing sklll%;and feedback SklllS sections of the wo#kshop had very
31m11ar ratlngs with 58 and 56 partlclpants finding these sectlons

useful, 17 flﬁdlng__hese exercises very useful, while 17 and 21

<o
* BN

»




v

" respectively found it not useful or a waste of time.

to it as least valuable and 12 students responded to it as most

v & . : \ 5 : ) o

A ) . . ¥ : ! £ . o
*The plrticipants wére ask?d to rate the workshop activities

‘into most and ledst valuablelcategories. The most populan acti-

# "/
Vities were t@e smbll group discussions on listening Skllls and _',\//

¢

feedback skills. Thirty~thtee students rated the listening skills

activities as among the most valuable and five students rated them:
é . 12' 5 é s LI A
as among the least valuable activ1ties. Twenty-six students raied ,J/

o

the feedback skills activ1ties as among most valuable: and eight

'studentsArated them as among the least valuable. The second-most

“ ¢
04 . . »
.

popular activity was the lecture on feedback. Sixteen students -

rated:it as among ?%e.most'valuable activities and nine students

rated it as among the least valuable activities. : ' e g

/

‘The least popular activ1ties were the general wrap-up on '
both listening and feedback skills. Four students rated each of -

these act1v1ties as among the/most valuable activ1ties, 11 rated

-

the wrap- -up on listening skills as among least valuable actiVities
and 18 students rated the wrap-up on feedback as among the least
valuable activities. The second least popular activity was the - = ¥

small group role play on feedback. Twentv-three students responded ‘

e ) -
valuable. . . !

»

The participants were also asked to write comments or sugges-

ty-one\students

al tutorial experiences

tions for improvement of the workshop.

stated that small group discussions of ac

were preferable to” role playing hypothetical situations. This

33




-

~too long.

\J&be more tailored ‘to their needs.

»
L3

sentimeﬁt was also reflected in the activities section of the

questionnaine: Twelve students commented thdﬁ the workshop wa%<;> .

‘The workshop should have been more concise and con-

crete concluded ten students and there also should have been a

ES H

clearer diffgrentiation between listening and feedback skills

according to six students. 1In addition, six students felt that

the workshop would have been more effective if ‘held earlier in
the quarter. )

Four Clinic tutors- suggested that the workshop format should.'

Other studentS'commented ‘that-

..

»°  the two lectures on;listening skills and feedback skillstere too
drawn-out;and there should'hase been more large group discussion
M‘.with‘the'lecturer..’One.student wanted more information'on_how to
;motivate,tutees‘while another student.felt that tutees should
participate in ‘a workshop of this type?: | |
\~’/,‘~ Discussion

‘finterpersonal skills.

Minformed us he could| not attend.

The workshop was generalLy found to be useful for developing
e,

It must be/noted however, that there was

.

Originally

®

a lagi minute and unfokgseen changb in the format.

there were to be two 1 cturers, each presenting one part of the

I orew

program. However, the morning ‘on the workshop one\lecturer>

s

Consequeéntly, the lecturer

who was able to come was put into the position of having to "ad -
: - 1LY
.ib" thewmlistening skills-segment'of the program. The effect- of
this last ninute change is reflected in the comments section of

e
9

o




the questlonnalre by the part1c1pants suggestions‘that'theEE“
should be a clearer dlfferentlatlon between 11sten1ng sk111s and

feedback skills, that the materﬂals presented should be more con-
“ k7 },‘ ) " » )
c1se, and tht the workshop was. tooilong
!/ _
rAithough»the small group d1scusslons on tutorial experiences i

were not planned to be‘g major part of the workshop, it _was clear
that thls activity superseded the small group role play exerc1se:
Since the\part1c1pants d1d not appear to be comfortab e w1th the
role plays, it may be appropriate to drop th1s %xerc1se for future<

interpersonal commuhication skills workshops. -

Recommendations . PR L

\ N . .
. m N ’ a
A synthés1s of the Tesullts and d1scusslon ‘sections of the

)

- workshop evaluatlon 1eads to the followlng regommendatlons

“

1. Future workshops shogld be shorter and more conc1se.
o

2. Future workshops shoukd be held ear11er in the quarter.
3. There should be a separate workshop for C11n1c tutors

" which would focus on these students' special needs.

4. Future workshops should emphasize the development of .

v . . *\ . ' - >
listening and feedback skills. C -
5. There should be more concéntration 6n ‘actual tutorial ,"h
experiences. . ' //—‘\3

6. The role play exErcises should be eliminated from the

format.” ' : ' . v
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SAN DIEGO: OFFICE OF ACADEMIC SUPPORT
AND INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

. : ) . o
N . . o - ) . \ . [} , 32’.
“ . . . o N . .

’

Dear’ Professor:

-This fall quarter marks the fifth year that the Office of L
Academic Support and Instructional Services (OASIS) will offer S
tutoripal services in lower division math -and' science courses.

Over the years this program has successfully helped several
hundred students.  (See Appendices for last year's data.)

The Provosts' Tutorial Fellowshingfogrém is designed to give .
uarter-long aid to those students who need- academic support = -
in addition to what is traditionally provided in the. glassroom -t
setting. -‘The type of student one might find asking for this’ -
+ tutorial service is one who (1) is on probation, (29 has a minor '
-background deficiepcy in the subject,. (3) is unsure of her or o
himself in the acagemitlgréha. ' One.of ‘the objectives of the :
Provosts' Tutorial Fellowship Program is to help these students T
become independent learners. Egch tutor will wdTk with three .
individuals who have requested additional aid in your course. .
.» The tutors are required to. sit in on your class whenever - ‘
possible so they will be current with the material you are
presenting. In addition, tutors'may be contacting you for
clarification of the objectives of your class. The tutors'
- names are: . s ‘ ) a

b

»

\

. o . . " . i . ) " ) I3
If you would like additional information concerning the OASIS
Provosts' Tutorial Fellowship Program, please fcall me at
extension 3760. “ , >
' f A e

Sincerely, -
» . N oo . @ ,' .’ .

~ i—

Barbara Shreve ) :
Tutorial Coordinator. s

5
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. TUTEE EVALUATION

.« Name
Personal Factors
1]
Is course level
appropriate

Is handling overall load
(in other classes)

Has self confidence

Maintains.physical
‘health '

/ L.

Is coping with personal/
social situations .

C

-

Has Test Anxiety o

Doegs this student have
study skills problem$?

a. Has ability to: pick
key concepts

b: Understands,course
objectives

c. Has bacﬁgrou%d
knowledge

d. Can study indepen- -
dently \ '

e. OriaQiZes time wg:

f. Studies efficiently

Motivation
Completes reading assign-
ments and prepares for

class - o

v
' a

)

Name

Yes Maybé No

’

/
/

3

Yes Maybe No

Yes Maybe No

L
'

S

37




FL

l Spends enough Pime
- studying

Attends class

a tutor?,

V, Problems

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N

.Does this student need

X

Yes Maybe No

N
Yes Maybe No

. 2

. 34
Yes Maybe No

.




S . APPENDIX III . ' L ’ ™
) ¢ R , ) ’ . N . . N " 35 , ©
PROVOST'S TUTORIAL: FELLOWSAIP PROGRAM .
) (OASIS) " ' S 7 .
N , Tutor Evaluation .. ’
* \~ ) ' . s
“Thé purpose of this evaluation sheet is to allow us to make judgments as to
. " . the ability and usefulness of our,tutors. With this information, we.can make ,
the program more effective and choose and utilize our tutors more wisely. N %
Please bring or send this sheet directly to the OASIS office at 250 MC.
% Y o
o, . ¥ - -
* TUTOR'S..NAME v COURSE TUTORED
- - e
. STUDENT'S NAME “ \ YEAR & QUARTER -
B . < . 3 . ¢ , ' b .. - - v ’
Tutor's knowledge of subject gooq ° - fair : poor :
S . o —— : e B —
,‘Tutgr's jpfiity to explain ideas good . . air . poor
: Tutor'g ability to explain : . ;' ' * e "
problems ahd problem _ , R or %
§g1ving methods - "gopd fair * poor
) ot . » ’ ° . -
- . /futorfs level of enthusiasm . o
///'lwgnd interest . . :h%gh medium _ .‘- low = 3
'._\.’ i L * .. . . . “ . .
;7 Tutor's class  attendance always usually seldom
o L] ) s . : . i | v & ’
Tutor's availablilty . ) . ( e
. (within reason) ..-. - good qu- Y poor . J
, , }‘ ‘ o .: N v m-' ;
Tutor's preparation: does he- . _ ' . P
or she keep up with class’ = ¢ oo _ /- ° '
. and know what's happening . o e
‘ day by day? C - good__ - oK. . - ' poor % ,
: Tutor's/ability‘to relate & -~ Y ' ' - T
. do you feel comfortable o . fo . .
with .your tutor? . Cvevy reaspnable ° S no
. ' A ’ . B / ’
Has this tuter helped you? alot " reasonable ' no
' ShouTd this tuter continue g .o ‘ : , )
;/x/x/“'tovtutor?' . ‘ definitely ' ~ . maybe” no . 4
- ' - F ' } . < 0
The OASIS tutoring program N . ' ‘ N
was useful to me. B fvery somewhat_» _ useless
COMMENTS: - Please te}l us what you think about the program. What would you
‘ change? \ Hoy can it be improved? - . ) o
A ' , S ‘ -
2 o o
." . C L - , ‘ A . !
A / <.
- I
O . N .

VEMC S . 39
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0 s ‘ L '
' EVALUATION -
. s . ’ ‘5. “ ' o
'+ TEP Interpersonal £ommunication Skills Workshop
SR E october 25, 1975
» ’ v . i B )
o , - Check one *
) AR - Very . . Not A Waste
P . .. Useful Useful Useful of Time"

1. I found this workshop to be

‘ “
e

,\

2. . When-tutoring,’l believe ,the o b )
listening skills taught during , \ .
thjs'workshop will be- . ' ’

3. When tutoring, I %elieve the L
» feedback skills taught during, .

this workshop will be . . .
" / ‘ v LR (i/ ' . B

i

; : - - :
, : Ddmonstration role play . °
General discussion on listening skills

> ‘ ' '
Lecture on listening skills
he ] .

¥

a

. General wrap-up on listéningvskills
N . kS ’ ¢ ’ >

) . *
General discussSions on feedback

o . Lecture on feedback _
Small group role play on feedback-

Small group discussions on feedback

General wrap-up on feedback
_ > :

6. Comment: (Use reverse side) v »

-

44

. , . Small group role b;ay’on listening skills '

Small group discussion on listening skills

4. Which of the workshop activities did you find to be.the most
© valuable? (Write most).  The least valuable? (Write least).

5. What would you suggést to improve the workshop? (Use reverse side)

2

- g




